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Mr. To® Susa&n, Counsel 
Ad&ird-strative i^ractlses oubcosnlttee 
Senate Office Bldg. 

Masfcingtoa, D.C. 

Beer Tqsi, 

Bad Vibes is the no.-? cult for the spectrcgraphic and neutrojv-activstios. 
analyses and for the now lass:. 

Pratt is a sore subtle judge than Sirica but the reading on his intentions 
and those of the Justice Beparfcsoat are pretty clear. They are trying to nullify 
the law again and is basically the same way. I iegaeoiately began whet this tine will 
be a tough fight because there will be so anti-Kennedy, fiaky-libsral Feasterwald to 
aess it up. hesar is in basic if sot complete agreement* 

I was ill and not able to be at the first calendar hearing. Because of the 

trickery already pulled an us and the lies and evasiveness we submitted interrogatories. 
After soisc discussion Pratt said they could be answered in. the affidavit the Ijovem- 
laent offered, to give us. I was at the second hearing, this past Wednesday. 

What in one form or another has been a standard device that has as its purposes 
core than just stalling me was pulled again. You may remember the account of how in 
the first suit the Williams affidavit was withheld until it was too late for us to 
respond to it in. court and that h&asx later learned that it had boos prepared for 
months, with an uncreated and thus undated copy held back to give us* (in Whitewash IV.) 

Tliis time there was. another affidavit, by another agent who &&&a lacked first- 
hand knowledge. sflaiic it was exscutod ^‘ay 13 — they dared not pull, the ident ical 
trick after we exposed the first ore - it vs s again withheld from us. I xsoas, this 
to b© taken as daHMrataiy withheld. Jot accidental. I anticipated it and asked 
Lesar to ask for it so 1 could respond. To ay knowledge ha made two calls to the 
office of the U.S. Attorney the cad of last week to ask for it end at least one this 
Monday. There was no respccoso to any. Byan handed us a copy two ainutcc after court 
was scheduled to begin, one senate before the judge- entered. We thus were fore- 
closed from addressing it again. Had we not been there would have been & real attack 
<m it, froa intent to content to incompetence* There will yet be. There is no doubt 
in my mind that it reprints another enecuUve-bra&sh effort to nullify the law by 
a method of perjury in which the penalties of perjury are avoided with the staple 
device of having the wrong person execute ths wrong affidavit. 

Pratt accepted this. He went farther and said he had ns reason to question 
too govs jms-iit 1 s good faith. And were this not enough he added that he felt that under 
the law te could regard "substantial compliance* as full ccaplianc©. And were all this 
not already too much, he said that if the goverrsaunt was withholding, then why did we 
not conduct oux-oelves as geutlesea and just tell the® what they sere withholding, 
that he was ure they would then deliver it. 

u& went out of hits way for irrelevant comments, like he knew wa were snsious to 
take the case to trial and that I a® a "conspiracy theorist.” The facts are contrary. 

I is'ouia such prefer compliance without trial as anyone knowing ay circumstances and 
Jica 1 s would know. Moreover, we both have other work to which we cannot get and going 
to trial without need would merely sna k e getting this other work done that much more 
irpossi ble * And on. the second point I ass virtually alone in be in,-: an anti— "conspiracy 
tsborist to tne poxes where recently I have felt it necessary to go public on this. 
However, 1 did not anticipate that the government would or dared, cosily with my 
recusst, so I have expected that we would have to go to trial. But this is ngt my desire. 



I regard both cracks as reflection of prejudice# whether er not he intended dis- 
closing prejudice to us. 

One of the net results of this combination in which tbs judge was sore the 
governasat’s counsel than Ryan was is duplies tioa of shat happened in the first 
case# the judge putting the burden of proof on as rather than the geiremacnt. 

be told bin that the papers already gt sen oe contain, absolute proof that others 
are birtg withheld. he has an affidavit before Ms in which ah &gwst attests that 
he has gone throat a completely uaidantified file/ and have given us all I’ve 
asked for Ibat even this worded evasively sod not positively) , the goversaaent dose 
not sake even pro fksxss& denial# we cite freas the papers provided two proofs of tins 
three clearly-rs ported withholdings and in the; face of tih-s^ho judge says that he 
is sure the goveissmt will give this to us. Be is mcoacera that he has boon lied 
to under oath by what Is relevant, compliance. 

As best a non— lawyer can have an opinion on what const! tute? perjury# 1 think 
in this case# despite the unhidfieai efforts to accomplish those purposes while avoid- 
ing the criioa, it was GQBe&ttea* Has agent, John W. Mlty* first swears that he 
has "personal knowledge** of ay request and of wls&t 1 requested. While be lies and 
evades in his doaoriptixm of what 1 asked for# he does include "Laboratory examination, 
data which cay be available regarding testing dens on a curbstone near the arise 
seme - * 
has 

language is also evasive and indefinite# X believe it crosses the linet t: The Phi 
files to the best e£ £sy knowledge do not include any information requested by 
&r. bedsbe-rg other than the information made available to Ma," 

It is on precicely this that the 
we were not provided. 


apers provided refer to Jag taste with which 


"Substantial ccmpUsBace" in the law as we recall it refers to the right 
to recover costs. 


And 


think *-'• 


affidavit gats 


the purposes of soa#tioae against those 


who withhold, tdtetker or not as is perjury. 

Although we can. t afford it Jim isssediateljr o raered both transcripts. As 
soon as i e judge left the courtroom I addressed sob* pHteted vemske to Ry an « I 
told his that after all this disc I s vs sera than had it and that I*s not going to 
tsll/irua all 1 know so that of all that Is withheld he can, see to 

it that only -hat I Jcscm is given to mi that I’m not sitting still for incos^etsat 
affidavits that are perjury or aeoasplieh those purposes; ana that in this case I’m 
not letting him avoid the posidbilitieo of a subornation charge because he is sup- 
plying perjurious material sad that I m. telling him it is and that If there is what 
I will demand, a proper affidavit based on firsts-psrsou knowledge or. both what we 
were accessing ana the overall I >3111 immediately ask for a perjury charge because 
if what we have been told is sworn to it will be perjurious* I did not tell his 
what# 1 xtiink 1’s not required to# ana if necessary I will seek a judicial determination, 

I did aak for a firsi-pe-vjon affidavit saying that I have been given iO$i of 
iBbs-t ay Coaplaiat calls for. he promised it but will not deliver it, ge can't, blicn 
hs aesarrred cm the first-person bit I tola bk t m asm of the agent who was the 
Warren bosmisaioaa 5 s expert and who did testify there to these teii results and that 
not only was this agent still an employee but at the conference he was the only one 
who know tbs answers and that the agent who executed the affidavit had to ask Ma the 
answers to questions. 

The whole- thing outraged IS e. The isore I thought of it the mere apparent it 
became that share can be no innocence and that there is a clear intent to nullify 
the law again with the same suit, I decided to take this on head cn and Jim agrees. 

¥e will move to strike the affidavit and we will attach to that sv affidavit in 



5 


which^I address this 39 good faith” of the goveraaest as reflected in all five of 
Ejr 1 ChA suits ana in the eventual delivery without litigation of what was withheld 
j.or £ears vith opuncas excuses* it sokes quite an indictEaent, The first thing I 
after getting nom that evening was to dash, off about 4-5*000 words of this, 

*r.t.th citations to ^ which x can undoubtedly add, I did not have tin* to read wry’ correct 
it oaiore giving it to dam, who will revise and aodify it, put it in better fem 
and elirainate what lawyers sight consider irrelevant. 

I want tie filed as fast ao we car. possiMy do it, certainly prior to the 
issuance cl the Rocasf elder Cosuaission Espart* (If you can get on© for mt &s soon 
as xz is out i appreciate it and I think there are parts that will require mst 
ana carfax exafixsaiioa by one with extensive factual knowledge.) I want fcV ? - to 


we 


di 


tlxts 


.uiEke as ~-uxt as posax do -an somite oi discovery rights qrv< 
wo appeal iiaxedaL&teiy * lia agrees* 

% &iij.d s =vii will can tain decussated proof of what i a» confidsat is perjury 
xn sore than one of ths earlier cases and of deliberate lying la all. It will also 
contaxii. repeated espies of what I t&iak it is g*«»rcas to descries as no core 
~ & **jia jad^ia going to try to rewrite the law to put the burden 

J ^ w *“• •*> substitute his or say other fudge’s opinion of 

f*~T? 3 f '? ooa for law** ^atrCESBt that the goverasoat mot 

' ae ouruesd cu proof, X*a going to duap a ©as® of "good faith” on him that would r -:va 
sost people acute indigestion. ' 

Were there cither this "good faith* 1 or reason to believe it could exist there 
t-*oulu hare -sen no *£W. Tee law is predicated, on the certainty that there will be 

oa»r than good faith. Otherwise there is no me& for the less ana certainly not 
for the amending of it# 

x confident ax I ax in ^ knovidge o. fact, I ox under no illusions 

W 6054 ***** «» di « I think these uho hove genuine 

*av6-«^* xn vAi.s xasf ougut to develop a serious interest in ciici is K-. * •*■>*:> • . ?« 

“IT a f aia ? c . a test ? r te . st case * 1 elao believe there can beno better 
t^oi. e^e -^j. giving *ne xav viability thau this one if we can avoid the corruption 
> fcQa J' ^ taxriteci all the cases to date* This is a case where, if there 

^ tlie "i oasress » tf**® can be piadshscnt and it can be punisJaent 
a or criiwiax acts to violate the law* 

One of the r.«s»s for the length of the affidavit is to sake the f?,ct mi its 
" !a *' ■“ t ' i ^I ;re b.enei!d.c to others than those directly involved in the case. 

v ' ±E / ayB 0tB£X T 1Se 1 Viii 111 t}iis ««* depart f«* xy practise of the oast, 
^ xatoim outside of court, ,4a soon as I have this affidavit ‘ 

~ 1x83 ?* ^ public, xii a press conference if X can arrange one or by 

ZO ^ pra ^ s * ^ ,ther or rot they will use it I cen*i fey. Recent 
*W'w1 w T- Mt encouraging along this lice. I also think that the content of 
.M^SiAi-AVit x*. properly the concern of several subeospdttees of both Souses* I 
~ lake to provxue copies to thas and if they dcEire, to testify and offer proof. 

V'° tM -* tha j arS 1 oortlnrie to hsdre to sstes e. ana fi«ht alone on this 

^ ^ W hand on th, block 

^ lo ' Lit a ,7' + r' a aa ocneemed ©bout what ©an happen if we stand 

■J 1 2^.f~ ff. 5Cf ^ rQsaent ^ as stake in this case. J>t is not ^ust the law <t 
Apes ^t lxke. This case can blow the whole assassination, "solution” snort b-W 

« i ^ e» ^ «y to do thte, the ooToot. SS Xtt 

all in proper contest, and that other ccnsiderritinn- ol v T *v« 

importance of asking the effort aiTSo w^iblT 

iWti ux to 23&oy* 


witwiertiiy. 



